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•on«2 WITH THE OPTATIVE AND "AN IN 
OBJECT CLAUSES 



Although this matter has been pretty thoroughly sifted, 
both in the larger manuals and in special treatises, there seems 
to be still some haziness about it, and Xenophon is still cited 
as the only prose author to make use of the construction. I 
trust therefore that a brief note will not be out of place. 

It makes considerable difference how we regard the genesis 
of the construction. Practically all the commentators and 
grammarians regard the optative here as potential and ojto>s 
as the relative or interrogative particle', but the wording of 
the phrases is sometimes misleading, in so far as we might 
infer that the optative is the oblique construction of the sub- 
junctive with ov retained. If the construction be regarded as 
the oratio obliqua equivalent of wrus av and the subjunctive, 
it might be a solecism. The Greek usage requires that when 
the subjunctive of a dependent clause introduced by a parti- 
cle with &v such as lav, orav, iTraSdv etc. becomes opt. in 
O. O., the particle must be dropped and the conjunction 
resume its original form. This law obtains throughout the 
best period of the language. We find, it is true, occasional 
violations of this law, which must be regarded as slips of 
copyists in the main, though a few may haply be due to the 
writer. The law of change arose before the practice of asso- 
ciating av with the subjunctive became crystallized*, and 
hence if is but natural that the newer custom should 
give place to the older. The bare conjunction therefore with 
the subjunctive is an archaism, but no solecism, while the re- 
tention of &v at the same time with the change to the optative 
is solecistic. 

i Gildersleeve & Goodwin rightly regard the genesis as relative-interrogative. 
*Gildersleeve A. J. P. III. p. 442. 
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Taking Goodwin's Moods and Tenses as the most available 
authority, we find that after discussing the regular Attic 
prose construction (§339), he says (§331): 

"Although Xenophon generally follows the Attic usage in 
these Object Clauses (§339), yet he violates this signally by 
having «Ss and «5s av with both subjunctive and optative and 
ojra>s aV with the optative; and further by having the optative 
with oSs ov and ottu>% av after both primary and secondary 
tenses. He also has <os twice with the future indicative (like 
oirws), and once with the future optative.' - 

The wording of this distinctly leaves the impression that 
the optative is used with o5s ov or owm av, though in §351, 2, 
he says: 

"When the optative follows <os &v and ottws av, it is always 
potential, and the original relative and interrogative force of 
<5s and 6'irws plainly appears." This again is not strictly cor- 
rect, for the av belongs with the optaive, not with the particle. 

In §349, he says: "The only case of ottws av with the opta- 
tive in an object clause in Attic Greek except Xenophon (351) 

is Plato, Lysis 207 E, irpoOvfiovvrat o7ra>s av evBai/xovotrfi, which is 
potential and on the Xenophontean model (351, 2). In Dem. 
XXXV. 29, (KtXtvo/xtv tovtovs iirificXtlcrOai ow<os av <os to\i.(Tt' inroXa- 

jSoifttv. Codex A reads <MroA.d7Jo>/«v." 

Godwin therefore rejects this example on the authority of 
one codex and so does Blass, who in the last Teubner edition 
reads airoXo/Sw/uv. Gildersleeve, however, discussing the final 
sentence in his review of Weber's Entivickelungsgeschichte der 
Absichtessatze records no objection. 

Blake in his edition of the Hellenica commenting on 2. 3. 
13, iirtiSrj r}p£avro /JovAeika&u o7ra)S av e£tCr) airo'is Trj iroXti xpjj^&u 
oirais jSovXoivro, says: 

"An object clause after the idea of precaution in fiovXvueadai, 
in which Xenophon violates by the use of av and the optative 
the Attic usage. See G. M. T., App IV. For an exactly 
similar example cf. III. 2. 1. In such cases the character of 
the clause as an object clause seems to be forgotten or ig- 
nored and it is considered as an indirect interrogative clause 
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with an original potential optative, as if the original thought, 
as conceived in the minds of the thirty was: n&s avi$ui) ypirry 
ir6\u xpwOoli. owm &.v j8ovA<o/u.e0a; the optative with &v being con- 
stantly used as a 'warmer future'. Gildersleeve, A. /• -P. 
XIV. p. 500." 

Brownson in his edition commenting on the same passage 
says: '"Xenophon alone among Attic writers occasionally uses, 
the optative with av in object clauses instead of the regular 
future indicative. See Introd. IV G. I., and G. M. T. 351 
and App. IV. In such cases oirtos is really interrogative and 
its clause an indirect question with potential optative. The 
thirty ask themselves bow it would be possible. G. M. T. 
351, 2, GS. 447." 

Buchsenschtitz commenting on a similar passage in Xen. 
Hell. 3. 2. 1, says: "orrcos ist hier zunachst miteiner indirekten 
Frage im optativ potentialen konstruiert, wie haufig." 

It will be noted that Blake, Brownson and Buchsenschiitz 
pronounce the construction interrogative, i. e. a dependent 
question, though Gildersleeve and Goodwin are both more 
correct in using the phrase relative-interrogative. Brownson 
also says "Xenophon alone," thus excluding Plato, Lysis, 
quoted above by Goodwin. 

Thompson in his revised Syntax of Attic Greek says: "Xen- 
ophon uses ottios with Future Indicative, Conj., Optative, nor- 
mally, like other Attic writers. He also uses them in con- 
structions seldom or never found in Attic." His divi- 
sion into primary and secondary sequence, however, gives 
one the idea that the construction after secondary sequence is 
regular, which would imply that it is O. O. construction and 
not the potential optative. 

Gerth in his revision of Kiihner, II. 2. p. 375 Anm. 3, says: 
"Die relativ natur von <os and ojtcos wirkt aber auch nach vko- 
irttv, «ri/neAcier#ai und anchlichen Verben vielfach noch deutlich 
nach. Hieraus erklart sich die namentlich bei Xenophon 
haufige Verbindung mit dem Optative und 3v, sowohl nach 
einem Haupt Tempus als nach einer historischen Zeitform." 

It will be observed that Gerth, while not limiting the usage 
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to Xenophon, insists upon the relative character alone. 

Aken in his Grundzilge der Lehre von Tempus und Modus 
im Griechischen (1861), p. Ill says: "Dagegen gibt es nicht 
selten diesen Optativ mit av='dass' nach Verbis des Strebens 
und zwar gerade nach Praesens. Dieser steht dem Futur syn- 
onym. Hier imtner eine indirekte Frage zu statuiren ist nur 
wilkur, indem es die Form mit 'dass' den Griechen Kurzweg 
abspricht, auch die Negation nicht beriicksichtigt. So 
spricht der Sinn gegen die Annahme der Frageform." 

Two points in this are worthy of note, first that Aken dis- 
tinctly recognizes that the optative with av is synonymous 
with the fut. ind., and secondly that he strongly combats the 
view that the constrnction developed wholly from the inter- 
rogativt form. 

Kriiger, Sfrachlehre I, 54. 8. 6 says: "Vorherrschend findet 
sich der Indicativ des Futurs bei orrws nach dem Begriffen da- 
fur sorgen, daraus hinarbeiten, sich bemiihen u. a. Es ist 
aber hier eigentlich rein relativ wie denn nach solchen Verben 
auch Srwrpoiru) (zu Xen. An. 1. 3. 11) wie 6V(os u. w mit av und 
dem Optativ, erscheint (auch der blossc Optativ des Futurs 
in obliquen Rede nach historischen Tempus)." 

Kriiger, it will be seen, insists upon the relative nature of 
the construction, 

Madvig, Arnold's edition §123 R. 3, p. 102 says: "After 
verbs like <tkok&, jSotAcvofun there may be attached by 6V<os a 
dependent interrogative sentence with (potential) optative 
and dv (see §137) of that which may probably take place." 

Gildersleeve, A.J. P. IV, p. 431 says: "As for <Js &v that 
(O, 6, 43) follows <t>v\d{a<r0ai and might also be put down 
among the complementary final sentences, though the opt. 
with av might be regarded there as an imperative, as the opt . 
with Kt is an imperative in the famous Elean inscription 
(Boeckh CI G. 11, Cauer* 258)." 

Again, A.J. P. VI, p. 55, he says: "ottcos av w. opt. once 
(7, 65) used exactly as Herodotus would have used it." 

Again commenting on Andocides, A.J. P- VI, 56 "ottwov 
occurs in a ^T/<£io>ta, <os Av in 4. 23 (ws &v /JuxXva-ra . . . iron/crcM), 
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where fmXuria may have something to do with it as /xSAXov in 
the solitary Platonic passage (A. J. P. IV, p. 419)." 

Commenting on the final sentence in Plato, he says: "In 
Lysis 207 E the clause follows the analogy of the relative in- 
terrogative sentence (See A, J. P. IV, 442)." 

It will be seen that Gildersleeve with his usually quick and 
correct vision and his absolutely perfect feeling for language 
long ago recognized the infi jence of the irm 3.v clauses as well 
as that of the relative clauses. 

It will be observed that Xenophon is not the only Attic 
author to use this construction, anct I hope to show that even 
if he were, there can be no legitimate objection to its use. 

In Ant. 1. 17 we find: evrevOev e/JovAeueTo y avOptowos oir<os av 
airois to <papp.aKov 80117, irorepa irpb Suttvov t) otto Suttvov, t8o£iv ovv airy 
j$ov\evop.ern fieXnov elvai p.era Scmtvov Sovvai, where but for the addi- 
tion of the worepa . . . . $ clause, the oVa>s clause would almost 
unquestionably be felt as a complementary final. It is perhaps 
interrogative temporal, a very rare usage in Attic prose, 
rather than interrogative modal. 

In Plato, Prot. 318 E, we read, To 8* pAOr/p-d ianv tv/3ov\ia 
irtpi re rS>v oiiceiW, oVus av apurra ttjv avrov oiKiav SioiKoi, kcu wept. ru>v 
Ttjs iroXcws, 07T(ds to Trjs 7rdA.ea)S 8waT(i)TaTos av eirj Kal -irparruv /cai 

Xsytiv. Here again, though the commentators caution us that 
6V<i)s is 'how' not 'that', it is difficult to divest oneself of the 
feeling that there is a final colouring and cvfiovXia is not with- 
out influence. At any rate, it helps to show the relative ori- 
gin of the construction as the the example from Ant. helps to 
show the interrogative nature. 

Again Plato Ap. 27 E, 6V<os Se <rv Tiva ireidois &v Kal <rpj.Kpov vow 
t)(0VTa &v6a>ira)v, <i>s tov avrov iarl Kal 6ua rjyel6ai % Kal av tov avrov p.r)rt 
Sou/JLOvai p.t}Tt Oeovs p/qO'' rj/pciias, ovSepm p.ri\avq icrriv, where the final 

colouring is to my mind distinct*. Like passages are also 
found in Plato, Rep. 393 D., where the clause is clearly with- 
out final colouring and in 415 C., where again it is difficult 
not to feel final force. 

1 This paper was written before I had access to Stahl's Kritisch-historische 
Syntax des griechischen Verhums. It was a pleasure to see my view of this 
passage confirmed by him. See pp. 567. I ; 570. 2; 572. 3 and 573, 1. 
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Examples of the pure relative or interrogative clause both 
with the fut. ind. and with the potential opt. are common, 
e. g., Isoc. 5, 187, 5, 8; Isae. 3, 16, Lys. 5, 5. Isoc. 5, 35. 
Thuc. \1, 107, 4, where Morris comments as follows: "i'rtf 
rptnry with the fut: for the more usual 6'irus." 

These examples seem to show conclusively that both rela- 
tive and interrogative clauses must have had their influence 
in the development of the complementary final clause with 
o**k and the opt. with lv. 

The parallelism of the potential opt. with the fut. ind., 
distinctly stated by Aken and Gildersleeve, may be seen by the 
following examples: And.,1. 4. <«V &v vrofittvaifu, ol^<ro/«u t< 
$«vyw. Dem. 20. 62. d . . . av . . . ijyourde, M r^^Sk .... 
ajcowrarfa. Her. 4. 97. hpofiai roi kcu ovk Av XtuftBtirp'. Thuc. 6. 
50. 1. atttxpLvavro irokti /liv &v oil oi&urOcu, Ayopav 8' 2£w irapi(uv. 
This opt. with lv may be used instead of the fut. 1 whenever 
the writer wishes to bring prominently forward a sharp 
future idea. Owing to the loss of the aoristic future save in a 
few verbs like ix<»i where we have both i£<» and oxfrr*, and in the 
mid. and pass.', where the distinction between durative and 
aoristic future can be kept apart, the force of the fut. is am- 
biguous. Hence a writer when he wishes to leave no doubt 
in the reader's mind, may use the potential opt. to bring out 
this force, or in the passive the fut. mid for durative and fut. 
pass, for aoristic fut., as the following examples show: 

Arist. Clouds 520. ovtw vncqa-aifuu r' iyat km vofii£ointp> <to$6s. 
Eurip. Med. 473. 4. *Ey<5 tc y&p \*$axra KowfwrOifoofuu 
i/mxr/v KCucStt ere KaX <tv Xvirijcrg kXvccv. 

And finally I should like to quote Gildersleeve again in A. 
J % f. VII, p. 565 he says: "«5s has final subjunctive: o« final 
the fut. ind. or opt. with &v."' 

Thus in final relative clauses as in object clauses, the fut. 
ind. is the regular construction, but here, though generally 

i Gi. Gildersleeve, A. J. P. XIV. 500. 

2 Gildersleeve, Syntax of Classical Greek, §168. 
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ignored in our grammars, the opt. with &v may be substituted 
for the fut. ind. 

Therefore whether we regard the construction as relative 
or interrogative in origin, there can be no legitimate objection 
to the use of the opt. with &v in a complementary final sen- 
tence, the introductory particle of which is itself modal, either 
relative or interrogative. 



